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December 12, I960 

Bi renter of MiMilntlw, Banish 

doe latent t» Streeter of Adaiai st ration 

♦ 

Baadfw&k M«s la Seats etura dewerkaohaftebaod - Activities in 4SL. 

&&S 12, doveaber 29* I960 
KETK 39, Be center 1, i 960 
MBS 7, See saber 5, I960 


l* This union, of relatively matt origin (1952) » la a saa.ll group 
within the federation of Carman Trade Catena (Beat acker Gowerfcscha f te~ 
Band - Ml) | note refe: ranee to it in Xr« Sophias * s sew to the President 
of September 2, I960* Its seat la in fitshurg, legal services effieof 
( Reehtssehatsstelle) is la Seal eh. It has formed regional organ! set lone 
exclusively of Soman network employees in all of the present federal 
states with Carman network eontrel of floes (total ef 9)* Copy of its 
by-laws is attached. 

2. The Haadfwak Mm (W) plays a deal role* it is both a trade union 
and aa interest or pressure group. It represents the interests of Its 
•wployee-amraber* la tholr rslations with asaageaent as well as the 
interests ef the ttundfonh nstworks aa a whols la their pahlie relatione. 
For example, la Mbs owrront dohato aarreaading the int rodent ion of tho 
ooooad Sima toloriaiea pragma. tho 89 has, la publio statemeo ta and 
petitions, vigorously dofoadod regional (slot os') Randfnnk prerogatives 
against fodsral " infringements " (ef. sgr mao of Qotohor 14, i 960 ). 

Thao,, the SO appeals to all Sued funk employees irreopsotive of their 
rank and, ooneeqaently , It hue attraoted an member# sa appreciable 
mutter of Romdfuak mmaUtm in high management positions. 

9* The Swttdfank Salon (Rff) is, together with tho SIS, a partner to all 
existing Randfonk tariff eentmet*. It has more nenhers in demon radio 
networks than the M6. Tho 85*i total aentorahlp in believed .to to 
stoat 8000 naoag tho approximately 10,000 Omasa Bond funk employees 
(laoladlag Radio Bremen sad Saarbrmeeken) . 

Boas reasons for employees' preference of SO' trar MS* (1) SO' tehee 
in an members radio enployees regardless of nationality, position, and 
type of mployaent ( including froe-leaooro) > (I) BO leaves more toon for 

werfcn Cornell 1 s eotivitioai (9) 'SB is specialised on radio networks, 
met of ito regional off iooro am EnadfUnk employees nod therefore hotter 
able to andemtand renters' problems 1 (4) SS nehes every effort to 

plaoo unemployed nenhers into new Sandfwak |sbef (5) membership foow are 
lower then MS. 
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4* The activities of the Hundfunk Union (HU) in A0L* whieh art 
restricted to the Kunloh operation* were begun by members of the 
Uanieb Works Connell - the so-called Initiative group! one of then 
(Wiedemann) is on old* tins member* Whoa they learned recently that 
ACL would agree to negotiation* with the Carman Whits Cellar Workers’ 
Union (DAG) they ashed the Hundfunk Union - Bavarian Regional whether 
it would holy then organic# a union ooll in ACL* The HU is said to 
have been at firet reluotaat to tho plan became* of tho epeeial nature 
ef ACL | it agreed eventually hut only to oountoraet the BAG* In feet, 
the HU is not likely formally to request negotiations with us until wo 
actually heglnn negotiations with tha DAG. Pending this the HU la 
carrying on it* activities in ACL no reported* 

5* During lte Hevember JO nesting the ACL-2U cell formally eenetltuted 
itself | the sleeted officers i chairman (Kretki), secretary (wisdemann) , 
and cashier (Stephen)* Altogether some ?G ef our employees say have 
joined. That is more than tha MS now has members* 


estimated 

membership 



Lamport holm 

40 

- 

Bameastlftstrasee 

15 

- 

Muni eh Host 

1 

70 


5$ 

70 


Please note that the DAG has lest members since earlier this year 
(ef* note dated Karsh I960 en DAG membership , as revised) • 

As said esrlltr present HU members are primarily emigres* 

Alee* "several" Americans and British have joined! we don’t know who 
they sure* but wo have an indication that they do net occupy important 
positions* 

6* The ACL-RU officers intend te continue solicitation* but to stop 
short of a total membership of 200 so as not be become an independent 
local. It la said that especially our aotlve emigres are interested 
in keeping the ACL group dependent upon the Bavarian Bund funk local 
presumably in erder to have mors strength during the negotiations* 

HU negotiation will probably be the Ohairman of the Bavarian Bund funk 
local* Andre* who lo at tho same a Bavarian Hand funk employee (editor) 
and chairman of tho Bundfunk works council { Personalrat ) • 

7* Bavarian Bund funk management says that its relations with the HU 
arc good and that the BU of floors ars reasonable. Formal tariff negotiations 
with the HU are conducted always in the presence of the DAG representative 
in order to save time and avoid disagreement between the two unions. 


I 


- 3 - 


8, fh« iaforaation la paras 1,2,3* and ^ a bora la solidly factual < 
Information in paras 4, 5* and 6 aay bscomo subjoot to subsequent 
clarification and rcYisien* 


HWS/rr 
Bnol . 3 a/s 


Haas '#• Soho sabs rg 


ooi Mr. C roaow 
Mr* Moeller 




COMMITTEE RELATIC WITH GERMAN T RADE UNIONS 

' January 3, 1961 

. » 

t « 
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Committee relations with German trade unions began in late 1958 
with receipt of a letter from the Hesse Deutsche Angestellten 
Gewerkschaft (DAG) dated November 14, 1958, alleging union 
membership of a majority of our Lampertheim staff and inquiring 
if we were willing to conclude a union contract applicable to our 
employees in Lampertheim/Hesse . We refused on February 2, 1959 
because we were 

(a) under no legal obligation to conclude a union con- 
tract, and 

(b) would voluntarily grant more favorable employment 
conditions than those offered by comparable enter- 
prises . 

We felt it was unlikely that our employees would derive benefits 
from a union contract which they did not already enjoy# We 
indicated a iesire to cooperate with the union and therefore would 
meet with thsm for informal discussion whenever convenient# 

i 

Apparently DAG did not receive this letter since it repeated its 
inquiry rather aggressively on April 27, 1959. We replied re- 
. ferring to our previous communication and reiterating our willing- 
ness to meet with union officials# DAG then offered to forward 
a draft contract and proposed a preliminary meeting in Lampertheim 
in the presence of some of our employees# We made it clear to 
DAG on June 5 that in our opinion neither German laws nor other 
considerations called for conclusion of a union contract; con- 
sequently no useful purpose could be served if Lamperthem em- 
ployees attended our meeting with DAG officials# 

On July 10, 1959 TAG forwarded a draft of a. contract which con- 
tained proposed general conditions of employment. It was to cover 
all Lampertheim employees but assured only union members of an 
enforceable claim to wages which would be fixed in a separate 
agreement. DAG suggested a meeting in Frankfurt later that month# 
We agreed to meet but refused to comment on the draft because of 
our disinclination to conclude a union contract# We also gave 
notice that we were negotiating a Works Agreement with our Works 
Council . 

Paul Moeller met with DAG officials in Frankfurt on September 21# 
He restated our -position and pointed out that it had always been 
ACL policy to grant its staff the most favorable terms possible 
under budgetary and other operational requirements, wherefore union 
pressure was unlikely to yield greater benefits for our employees. 
Consequently we could not perceive how a union contract could 
benefit our employees or ACL# He implied that only DAG would 
benefit because it would gain prestige# The DAG off icials . did not 
deny this; they asked us to consider a solution on the basis that 
ACL negotiate conclusion of a Works Agreement with the Works 
Council and thereafter conclude a union contract incorporating 
the provisions of the Works Agreement# The union contract would 
apply only to Lampertheim. We requested a letter to that effect# 
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Instead of sanding" us such a letter, DAG again requested 
negotiations for a union contract on December 8, 1959* We 
notified the union that we would take up the matter shortly 
after New Year’s. 


By letter of 
negotiations 
had jurisdic 
Section 59 o 
Works Agreem 
Council, In 
our apprecia 
examination 
opinion Sect 
full authori 
Agreement wi 

The Bavarian 
letter in wh 
about contra 
and the DAG. 
on March 17t 
but w ould re 
guided in th 
majority of 
ment. There 
which would 
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February 25 , I960 DAG Bavaria requested contract 
. The union advised us that the Munich local now 
bion over Lampertheim; it served notice that 
f the Works Constitution Act would invalidate the 
sn t which we were about to conclude with our Works 
our preliminary reply of March 3rd we expressed 
tion of trade unions in general, promised careful 
cf this request but also announced that in our 
ion 59 of the Works Constitution Act granted us 
ty to negotiate and conclude a valid Works 
th our Works Council, 

Ministry of Labor came into the picture with a ' 
ich it offered its good offices in bringing 
ct negotiations between the American Committee 
Paul Moeller met with the responsible official 
b and explained that we were willing to meet 
fuse to conclude a union contract. ACL was 
is respect exclusively by the desire of the 
its employees, of whom 80^ wanted a Works Agree- 
fore, we were not inclined to conclude a contract 
apply only to a small group but which might de- 
jority of collective bargaining rights. The 
ial agreed that, as long as a majority of employees 
rks Agreement, this decision would stand. 


On June 8, I960 we were advised by the U.S. Consulate General 
in Munich that the chairman of the Bavarian DAG had asked it 
to arrange a meeting. DAG desired to discuss the contract 
matter -on principle. A meeting was held on June 15, I960 at 
the U.S. Consulate General, the atmosphere of which was friendly 
throughout. DAG repeatedly admitted the legality of ACL 1 s re- 
fusal to conlcude a union contract; at the same time indicating 
that in the face of our refusal DAG might apply familiar union 
tactics to accomplish its purpose. Resorts to the courts was 


discounted, [however. Eventually the compromise suggestion was 
made that one contract with DAG for its members and another 
contract with the Works Council for non-union employees be con- 
cluded. DAG promised to have its legal department examine the 
compatibility of this proposal with German law. 


On July 14, I960 DAG notified us that, in the opinion of the 
union’s legal staff, these two agreements could not legally 
exist side by side; consequently , the request for the con- 
clusion of a union contract was renewed. 


\ 
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On* September 15 r I960 the Hessian Ministry of Labor informed 
us that DAO Hesse had asked it to assist in concluding a union 
contract. It proposed a meeting between the DAG and us under 
the Ministry* s chairmanship. This meeting was held in Frankfurt 
on October DO, I960. DAG Munich and DAG Hesse representatives 
were present and announced that DAG Munich would represent 


in any nego 
atmosphere . 


Rations* This meeting took place in a very friendly 
We restated our position that we were willing to 
conclude a \inion contract applicable only to union members, pro- 
vided that our Works Agreement would remain valid for our non-, 
union employees* We stated that we did not insist on this . 
provision being part of such a trade union contract as long as 
it was understood and agreed by DAG. We agreed to reply to 
DAG letter of July 14* I960 after further study. 


On October 
cated a summ 
that the va 
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we assumed 
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f8, I960 we replied to this DAG letter, 
ary of our legal opinion to justify our position 
idity of our Works Agreement would not be affected 
usion of a union contract. We informed DAG that 
t was interested in safeguarding its members rights 
bargaining and not in preventing employees, who 
n members, from exercising the collective bargaining 
ded them by German law. We stated our fullest under- 
the tasks of free trade unions and expressed support 
ectives. We asked DAG to inform us when it would be 
to begin negotiations . 


7, 19.60 the Rundfunk Union wrote asking that we 
ations for conclusion of a union contract for those 
iyees who come under German collective bargaining 
We replied on December 19th along the lines of our re 
and stated that we were prepared to enter into negoti- 
with the Rundfunk Union for a union contract to apply 
members who are in our employ. 


R JC : eeb 


